March 23, 1973 

Dear Harold, 

I suppose it is an indication of my respect for your work and your dedication 
that I am still trying to communicate with you, after receiving letters like yours 
of the 21st. I would not tolerate that kind of abuse from anyone else. I can 
discount it because I know it wsdr reflects your immediate and hasty reactions; the 
condescension, hostility, and psychological game-playing are too extreme to be 
deliberate . 

I am sure that you have 'neither the time nor the disposition for phoney 
diplomacy, * but if you expect me to write off the things you say as frankness 
occasioned by respect for me, that is too much to ask. Perhaps Jim and Howard 
will agree with you that my reaction to that letter is too harsh; I rather doubt 
it. If you have the time to write me a ?-page letter, you have the time to think 
about what you are saying and write me a reasonable 2-page letter instead. 

I consider my time valuable too, and I have spent too much of it over the 
last three days six stewing. It takes some effort not to reply to your charges 
immediately and in kind. It is frustrating to refrain from responding to your 
version of some issue, when I ex am quite sure that my actions and motives (or those 
of some other target of your wrath) were justifiable, but when I know that any 
response will extend into a fruitless argument. It is especially frustrating 
since I know, from past experience, that my refusal to debate the issue will be held 
against me. (The old 'double bind' technique.) I am well aware that it is 
impossible to argue with a xasriLsg Jewish mother (who need be neither Jewish Hack 
nor a mother . ) 

Mien he was here, Jim told me that you seemed to be quite disturbed by the 
s possibility that I would sue for the Memo of Transfer. I told him that I had 
no plans to do so and would defer to you. I have no special interest in this item; 
naturally everyone is curious about it. I presume this is the specific potential 
dispute you had in mind; I can't tell from your letter. It would help if you would 
not write elliptically on such matters. 

Contrary to your interpretation (page 3 of your letter), I have discouraged 
Fred on the Memo of Transfer. 2 I told him that you have been after it for a long 
time, that (unlike the 11/1/66 NMS report) it would no doubt not be released 
without a suit, and that I would ask you what the status of your request was. 

He brought this idea up to me, not the other way around; he is quite capable of 
writing the Archives for it and filing an appeal without my help. I still do not 
see how I can be expected to tell him this should not be done. I will let him know 
that you fell feel strongly about this. 

Filing a suit, however, is a quite different matter. I have told Fred, 

and everyone else who has raised Freedom of Information issues with me, about the 
desireability of xhsx avoiding bad precedents, and about the importance of the 
speciro suit as a good precedent. I have edkes emphasized Jim s exsrek expertize, 
and said that any suits should go through him, if possible. I believe this attitude 
indicates considerable concern for your interests and should not “outrage you. 

You raised the question of other potential conflict between us. I assume you 
have some thin g specific in mind, but I don't know what; perhaps that is _ why you 
think I have not previously made adequate response. For what kind of disputes are 
you saying that priority in time should be a determining factor? I am deferring to 
you on the Memo of Transfer for that reason, among others. As you know, I have 
always felt that you tend to claim an excessive proprietary interest in Archives 
material. I do not think you can expect me to refrain from working on, or writing 
about, some topic just because you have worked or written on it before. There are 
very few questions about the assassination that you (and others) x have not raised; 
that is certainly the case in the LHO-FBI x area 



- 2 - 


I am distressed by is your suggestion (p. 5) that I should be restricted 
in^writing about RFK and the Commission by the fact that it is a. chapter in as 
a completed' book of yours - or, more precisely, that you 'can't complain' if 
I want to do this since I helped you on that topic. I simply cannot accept that 
kind of reasoning as a basis for restricting my own, original, work. 

1 am quite aware of the obstacles to getting any article published, and 
well as the possible lack of any advantage. This is certainly something to 
be discussed; in my discussions with others, I have been able to present 
arguments both for and against publication without getting into accusations 
2pssx like those you have made. I resent your charges of childishness’ and 
going for the cheap and ixkzx tinselly”. I have had my name in print in physics 
journals often enough to satisfy my need along those lines, thank you. Perhaps 
it was not clear from what I sent you that my discussions with Bob Smith and 
Ned Crosby about the possibility of a November publication were initiated by 
them (independently), not by me. 

In both your letters (3/20, 3/21) you indicated that you have some ideas 
about the kind of book you think I should be working on. I can't read your 
mind; if you want to make suggestions, please do so. It is true that, as Jim 
told you, I am going ahead on my book without expectation of (or concern 

about) commercial success. I do feel that the approach I have outlined is a 
viable one, for the limited audience I am aiming at, and is appropriate for the 
work I have done and the conclusions I can deduce from it. 

Concerning Fred's request for the MS (11/1/66) report, it is not accurate 
to say that I knew of your efforts and therefore should have discouraged Fred 
from duplicating them. You sent me as a copy of your letter of 7/30/72 to Bhoads, 
in which you asked for the record of the spoiling of the autopsy film. At that 
time I had already written the Archives on Fred's behalf, and with an Tinderstanding 
that I would keep that request confidential. I am almost 100$ certain that you 
did not say anything more about the work you and Howard were steig doing until 
your letter of 3/20. I cannot be sure whose efforts resulted in its release, mjs 
but Rhoads' language to me was "On a subsequent review of this report in connection 
with your appeal, it was found that the provisions of this subsections (b6), as 
interpreted by recent judicial decisions, were no longer applicable." Since I 
knew you had asked for this report, I got Fred's permission to tell you that it 
had been released, in case the Archives didxnffik might not have done so. 

As for my continuing relationships with ± other critics:! it is my 
responsibility to be informed about things they have done which others, including 
you, find sot irresponsible. However, if I accepted your conclusions in these 
matters, I would long since have severed relationships with all but maybe one or 
two people, and I would is have stopped talking to myself on several occasions. 

I know how your accounts of past s h s aagSEmma. disagreements with me have been 
distorted; I will continue to consider your judgments of others with a grain of 
salt. Although I am still on Sylvia's shit list, I ihxx think the way you put 
down her Belin stuff is unworthy of you. If the continuation of my relationships 
with Ned (which you have simply assumed to be one 'of trust’) or Gary or Fred or 
Lifton or Sylvia or Bob Smith means that you can not trust my judgment, then you 
cannot trust my judgment. 

1-hat further secrets re Davison, which have not been blown by hs Bud's people, 
would be compromised by a thoroughly researched piece? If you can do a saleable 
article on this, I would suggest you do it. Agreed that we should not just write 
up what we know now; my idea would be to carry it further now (if not now, when?). 

Jim and I discussed problems of premature discolsure at length; I wonder what 
possibilities there really are for ^saxxyiHfx 'carrying this further' other than 
us doing the work, as far as we can, and publishing it. 

You said (p. 4) you found* 'flaws ' in my letter to the Justice Dept., and 
wondered if there had been a change in my thinking. First, I did not concede that 
some of the fendt Oswald files can be legitimately withheld, only that it might 
so a pgx appear to them. I want them to know that I know about (e.g.) the interception 
of Oswald's mail to the ibrker . Secondly, I am well aware that the Commission 
did not ’consider’ everything the FBI had on Oswald; that is essentially what my 
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book will be about. But the Commission said they considered it all, and I 
want the JD to tell me it ain't so. My earlier letter, which I cited in the 
latest one, presented the facts in more detail. Jim and I did discuss this 
F of I request; we agree that legally is it is not too x promising now and does 
carry the risk of a bad decision. I have been laying the groundwork for suits 
on specific included items which nmd would be easier to get. 
f I & don t see anything in the new JD regulations which would require me to 
abandon or go to court in 20 days. ' (Jim - perhaps you could xisxxgj: clarify 
this) Even is that were in the rules, could they prevent me or someone else 
from reactivating an old request? 


Most sincerely, 



cc: Jim lesar 


Hfl 



